oosr Jia, GA75-144Q - Juterro&atorios 6/20/76 

360 0tiU ’ r WOlfe *** try getting hack to these excerpts earlier, 

r®ad £L? ^ ff®f °°W o1 ' **» transcript. I Barked It ao I 

undorlin^V. no^ la thaVana^pt/fi^S^^TS^.^ *" ^ *" 

^■s&s 5 ~ •£ ss sr “^rrsr^T 

a^traatrArK 

With this CIA this should address the csoaoern f ar law and regulation «n,i *p' 

<iw, “ to t ° I " t< ’' 1 ‘“ d 'I** 11 '!'- *«ans for dime* .K.tEu'Sr auttatty 
Syan ssaksa mistakes. I*n not inclined to consider thas nonal aa«id««*» 

11652 ^ 1 ~ ** -StSTS 2?3V; 

iutx>< unoe* which ho foiows $h&r& wac no authority© ** 

. . ^ °f tfca double negative in the quote that foilowo also aakas it * f,,w 

zs&rsr 

Hrst is there or- was there any right under 11501, 

Hext la there sn efteiMshe-fact right la 11652. 

th0 legal sitttftt±oa a * tha <**» «f V request and 

’ Ihat *•£ - -** « **« -««w «- a 

^ >hat M £ Bii, 4 W x n 0r m * requaat ^ ^Jeotad under what authority and 

whose Interpretation of that authority. ** an ~ 

After «e ask questions that establish no authority for the orLsdnal 

s mmses 

S^nf.T’S •** " 6K - * “» »«■ » ««■ 

^ 911 dataii * 811 811 jowidioas Hera oewplied with, as they vers not, 

. . •“ 1 tb ^ fe «» e° *»to eeatent and what there is in ttes content that iuatiflo- 

olaasisioation. 1 a asmralng m finished with the flqeaiaaioo'a wrSeful o2 ^2 t«T 
after a U poe^casaiaaicn people on this. Only in part do I 

^o original claa lfication had no standing and that on that basis alona * 

*- *2*g ^ the ia haffi * 

Jrrj? ^7 16 i3 "f^t ftfoo, say the sappoaed eneay intelligence? Ctr in it 

offer an expeSf^^ 0 ^ thsWG* rpeSffmL?* ^ 0 ^" 8 ^ J ? C ^ 
aval labia? bid he inpart any personal knowledge not known to ths or any that should 

^ ^ 2 «S£r 


2 


not in then? Is there any section of Kosenko in the Report? 26? Available files? How 
does he know? Is it flrsyt -hand knowledge? Old he read the prublisted, the unpublished? 

If the claim is yes ask for details* on either or both* heading all 26 la unlikely, all 
files Impossible* But without this there oca be no swam assurance that can have sag* 
any waning, X don't think this judge is going to voloom hearsay and X believe the 
seriousness of the elaa.4flcation by content is quite relevant* 

Has he read tbs material of other agencies on Kosenko (don't specify FBI) is him 
to specify which and the classification, if any. Baa he read any 'that bore no olaanificatioji? 
Baa he read *1..l? Can he from first-hand fcaswledge assure the court that what is sow classi- 
fied la not classified in tte records of any other agency and is not freely available by 
other ewaua? or aauroeaf? Kero I'm not talking about tbo transcripts' f emulations but 
about tte fact, the content. 

If ho tiwn insists on propriety of classification ask the nature of the iiiforwtiaa 
he knows Is not in other available* files and how it is properly subject to classification 
as unknown, again* soy to KGB? They knew all Kosenko did and. nore. 

After we exhaust this we should go to specific withholdings and waakdnga by hW 
CIA/his agency. Hero the CtA-Kockefallor stuff is greet and wa can show they conned tbs 
Schwcikcr ao&iditee with it, on 3 in particular mod it was a fabrication to begin with* 

Iha FBX never classified its 5 file. The name of the station chief, seated, la public 
because lie reigned to bacoras defender of tho CIA, as recently public as ths issuance of 
tho Sehweiter report. Baginnlag with Watergate, ^tsag before there was a Boctef&Uer 
'*<»Bis3ioa and hidden from the Senate as well as mo. What ±a tho authority, right, need? 

What was the cri^Uial right to elatedly anything about D as of the U m of the Hock* Cos? 
Bavins established that X) was ft fate, did tlse agency, while continuing to clas:»ify and 
withhold, try to toll others that ha should be teedad? isvcc. knowing hi a intention was 
to provoke the Unitoa States into War, an a tack on another country? Md the Agency 
in fact try to influence the Hock. Vos to credit what it Icnew was a deliberate fabrication? 
Has this anything to do with masking, classifying and withholding? 

It is not the fact that .without this withholding and Kaakiii^ ttera was tho pos- 
sibdllity of s'ubarrassnant to ths Agency? . 1 

Is this tints of any of the content of the transcripts in question? 

Would it eab&nt&ss tlio Agency if it ware known that the Russian suspected that 
Oswald ues an "American slaopar agent?" Caold they have hud the FM in Bind? 

Of those records in the WC*s files withheld all these years* by the Agency and 
now available, what reason was there for the original withholding other than embarrass- 
nent that is not true now and was not true at the tine* of withholding? 

Does he know of any withholding that held no qlaa a ilialhle content? Boos ho know 
that in one document what was withheld is only the fact that Helms aokod tho Com-isadUHi 
to do nothing about Sosnsko's statesonte? (True- I havo both versions) Under what 
prevision of what law, regulation of order is this classifiable? After parauaadlng the 
WC to do nothing, did the Agency latter provide more infoxuatioa? Did it have to be 
classifiable? (Can we ask for tho attaching of samples on each point? If it is within 
reason X think we should and then offer Robinson sacs of wl»t they arc withholding from 
BXK* I mean the emphasis on withholding form a court* 

Did the Agency classify and/or witholii what it sei<l of Russian law applicable to 
Oswald's departure from Russia? (lea and get tho basis for olaaaification/^thholdlng, 
the rual reason being there wan no prohibition and there was precedent.) 

Did it withhold its report on the cormeroial transportation available to Oswald in 
g,ing frpea *OBdon to Belolnki (yeah, pate tbs ammo.) What is claalfiahle about conaultar* 
tion of published schedules of cocstordal oarriera? 

Did it intsroept Oswald's mail? Withhold it from tho MC? Still? How in this 
^Lasoifiable? If withheld from the WC, on what basis in law, rcg., etc* 

w u all of this* of course, we are addressing tba legality of all their moroay 
prooeedures, which X tiiink is rolevaat* If you wont more exaraplo, ask* I want to include 
only what ^obtoson will find adequate to sate the point that they classify without right 
or need* We'll need an unmarked copy of the 3ch»eikor report, on tyka d otters if we aoe 
otters* AKhADli is another ;.tood current example. ffanB known, published, not in dch* report* 


*Ott know that la addition to all «,« , 

aose than full-pafca stories in the gzft> B t Outlook ^ tbsr® were two 

want to say the Schweiksr withheld and thay did 0 /,+ ^°?! Ub0io ' 3 aaB ®» If they 
oh "“” to *, that «*, a* SlwtSSd^ 2 2 2 *" «“ » 

^ you want ask then is the real caS af *«’ publication, 

their request and if they gave the Xt!f^ f^salker report is withheld at 

yeu w«at asSc if the real none of A is qu8ati0UQ on this 

ttom or any Watergate figures. V«aab» a^vocata^whT^f!-^! c ^‘ ecfeLoa be had with 
<Wix*>ua puhisivaent cm Aaeric ******** Into inflicting 
wunted police direct their horses on SfT C ^ sfcL ! utlor ‘ al **a«rf l.kc having 

toeing If the answer is Z *££* £T* ^ «* Policy f 

eaajff-atd they toll the sS^er^^ttL^L J} 3 "? ^ to up hia 

secret? (Hope. 1 have 1968 picture tSJ V;Tv» Jf * ioca f Lon? Waa Sbis location 
pe* ot if not Ifevis, *** it £ rt8h «*«*«■ *» **<) 

told by other agencies? Wten If you d^aw nogaS^^^ nev *r boon with- 

^Ss»\ u^tSfj mJazhrt cr ^ 

£ 2*5 » *- 

S&fifetK&src 25 se£ ."tis?* “““vtns 22T 

«■ «»■>. a i™.t a., iL^ea r n<. <w «s« 

operations!? w ao it ««• that «* th ^ Gambling 

JHC oaeaaeination inv stigntion* Part of the Mi's 

olas^fied? Mar what mSSSt * ' "* ° f thi3 *> *» *» Sow *ueh?l£s it 

eotvroh of *?» f° buC 1 fGund uo Gu in ay 

addressing their oorsplianco or non-cwanlS^’with 8 “ 3the y withhold it. I 'a etiil^ 
not entir»?ly bat partly as native. &*£&<>& 2 iMnk^lh * ietL0 ?. ^ ^ 00 this subject, 

* Q ¥tBW oi ' *bin is secret and I've known it \^ ae f t!,(sl ^ be infonaatfa» 

in 1967. I do think their interpretation of the ^ xnoe J ,9lors I published it 

improper oscresgr arid have to use the 13 TOle,rattt ‘ ¥e «« by their 

£i Jg** of «a» 1'U *ld it after supp^. 

When tha approach takes form in your lain.i t»h - . 
earlier intozxogatorieo. une pm about th,^ f 0Wr thoans ^c to the 

the answers oat«b*ish there was neither res L jTL^, ^ **'* anowered, ia that 

that response gave wi haaia for previiv wron^ bl ^‘ S for uoa-w^ponee other than 

I otUl think they Ln ocflS^J^ f. ?* Present's part, 
help them to this dadLaion tiLT' ae<mshiil « ^rrofiatorles 


